Besides variables such as facial symmetry (eg Grammer and Thornhill 1994), averageness (eg Carbon et al 2010), and skin colour (eg Jones et al 2004), perceived human weight proves to be a reliable predictor for health and fitness (Coetzee et al 2009; Swami et al 2008) . Perceived body weight also plays a significant role in judgments of attractiveness (Thornhill and Grammer 1999; Tovee et al 1998) . Importantly, people make fairly accurate weight judgments on the basis of standardised facial images.
Weight estimations showed very high reliabilities across participants (table 1), which matches previous findings (Coetzee et al 2009) . A two-way by-items mixed-design ANCOVA with the between-subjects variable model gender, the within-subjects variable viewing angle (À308, frontal, 308) , and the covariate model age (age of the face models) was conducted. Viewing angle showed a large effect (F 2 90 78X1, p 5 0X0001, Z 2 p 0X634), revealing a strong influence of changes to the vantage point: the higher the observer, the lighter the judged body weight. We also found effects of model gender (F 1 45 5X13, p 0X0284, Z 2 p 0X102) and model age (F 1 45 144X04, p 5 0X0001, Z 2 p 0X762), which was not surprising owing to the fact that female and young faces are commonly associated with lower body weight.
How can this height^weight illusion be explained? Proportion changes in the projected image could serve as a cue to body weight, such as the width ratio of upper versus lower face. A lower vantage point causes a relatively wider lower face in the projected image. To test if these geometric changes are associated with greater body weight, we measured cheek-to-jaw-width ratio, width-to-upper-height ratio and width-to-lower-height ratio following Coetzee et al's (2010) suggestion (see figure 2 and table 2 for results) . Only the correlation between the ratio of width-to-upper-facial-height and weight was significant for the viewing angles up versus frontal (r 0X415, p 5 0X01), all other correlations between relative geometric changes and weight estimation were not. However, the effect of viewing angle is not tightly predicted by the change of these geometrical cues. Observers appeared to be able to partially compensate for the changes in perspective geometry. For instance, when lowering the camera the average weight change (22%) was associated with an even larger change in width-to-upper-facialheight ratio (30%). Thus, other factors than straightforward projective geometry must be involved in the height^weight illusion. 
